June 30, 2000

MEMORANDUM
TO Frank J. Young, Director, USAID Ghana
FROM Henry Barrett, RI G Dakar

SUBJECT: Audit of USAID Ghana's Performance Monitoring for
| ndi cators Appearing in the FY 2001 Results Review
and Resource Request, Audit Report No. 7-641-00-007-
P

This menmorandum is our final report on the subject audit. W
have considered your coments to the draft report and have
included them as Appendix 11I. The report contains five
recommendations. W are unable to consider that a managenent
deci sion has been reached with respect to reconmmendati on No.
3. Please respond to the report within 30 days indicating any
actions planned or taken to make a managenent decision to
address recommendati on No. 3. Based upon your comments on the
draft report, USAID Ghana has made a nanagenent decision to
address reconmendation Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. 1In accordance with
USAI D gui dance, MMPI/MC w Il be responsible for determ ning
when final action has occurred for these recommendati ons.

| appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to ny
staff by USAI D/ Ghana staff during the audit.

Backgr ound

The Governnent Performance and Results Act of 1993 (Results
Act) was passed to inprove federal program effectiveness and
public accountability by pronoting a new focus on results,
service quality, and customer satisfaction. The Results Act
should also inprove federal nmanagers’ service delivery by
requiring that they plan for meeting program



objectives and by providing them wth information about
program results and service quality. Congressi onal deci sion
maki ng should also be inproved by receipt of nore objective
information on the status of efforts to achieve statutory
obj ectives and on the relative effectiveness and efficiency of
federal prograns and spendi ng.

In 1995, the U S. Agency for International Devel opment (USAI D)
devel oped a new reporting system that included the Results
Revi ew and Resource Request (R4) report. This is the nost
significant performance report that the operating units send
to their respective bureaus. USAIDs Autonated Directive
System (ADS) requires that the information in the R4s shall be
used, as appropriate, for internal analyses, responding to
external inquiries, and USAID-w de results reporting.

A key conponent of the R4 reporting systemis the performance
nonitoring system USAID s performance nonitoring system is
an organized process for systematically nonitoring the
progress of a program process, or activity towards its
obj ectives over tine. USAI D s performance nonitoring systens
consi st of: (1) establishing performance indicators, (2)
prepari ng per f or mance noni tori ng pl ans, (3) setting
performance baselines, (4) collecting performance data, and
(5) assessing data quality.

As of Septenber 1998, USAID Ghana reported unliquidated
obligations of $50.4 million for its four strategic objective
areas: econom c growth, education, inproved famly health, and
public policy decisions. The current audit exam nes
performance data reported in USAID Ghana' s FY 2001 R4 for the
first three of these four strategic objectives.

Audit (bj ectives

This audit is the first of a worldw de series of audits that
were requested by USAIDs Ofice of Policy and Program
Coordi nation (PPC) and are being carried out by USAID s Ofice
of Inspector General (O G. The audit objective and the scope
and nethodology for this series of audits were developed in
coordination with PPC The present audit was perfornmed by
OGs regional office in Dakar, Senegal, and answered the
foll owi ng audit objective:

Did USAI D/ Ghana nonitor performance in accordance wth
Automated Directive System E203.5.5 and other relevant



gui dance as denonstrated by indicators appearing in its
Results Revi ew and Resource Request report for FY 20017

Appendi x | contains a discussion of the scope and nethodol ogy
for the audit.

Audi t Fi ndi ngs

Did USAID/ Ghana nonitor performance in accordance wth
Automated Directive System E203.5.5 and other relevant
gui dance as denonstrated by indicators appearing in its
Results Revi ew and Resource Request report for FY 20017

USAI D/ Ghana generally nonitored performance in accordance with
Automated Directive System (ADS) E203.5.5 and other relevant
gui dance as denonstrated by indicators appearing in its
Results Review and Resource Request (R4) report for FY 2001.
However, we determned that there were certain exceptions in
the three strategic objectives that we exam ned. These
exceptions concerned (1) the inconpleteness of perfornmance
monitoring plans, (2) the lack of data quality assessnents,
and (3) in a few cases, certain shortcomngs in R4 reporting.

Nevertheless, in nonitoring the performance of its prograns,
processes, and activities towards respective objectives,
USAI D/ Ghana had generally established the basic controls of a
performance nonitoring system as required by USAID guidance.
In all cases, for the 10 indicators (under three strategic
i ndi cators) which we exam ned, we found that the M ssion had
initially established baselines to identify the point used for
conpari son when neasuring progress toward a specific

obj ecti ves. Also, the Mssion had prepared performance
monitoring plans for each of the three strategic objectives
that we reviewed. In addition, USAID Ghana had devoted

considerable staff effort to performance nonitoring, having
established nonitoring and evaluation positions in three of
its four strategic objective teans. And finally, the M ssion
issued its R4 report, which generally reported data in
accordance wi th USAI D gui dance.

However, we found certain areas in which the performance
monitoring system could be inproved. Per f ormance nonitoring
pl ans were in sone cases not as conplete as specified by ADS
gui dance, data quality assessnents were not always done, and
R4 reporting standards in a few cases were not net. These
areas for inprovenent are discussed below and are summarized
in Appendix I11.



Per f ormance Monitoring Pl ans
Were Not Al ways Conpl ete

For the performance nonitoring plans prepared for each of the
three strategic objectives, we found that the plans were not
as conplete as required by USAID guidance for six of the ten
i ndi cators exam ned. Specifically, the plans did not always
meet USAID standards that require: (1) precise indicator
definition, (2) data source identification, (3) description of
the data collection method, and (4) specification of data
collection frequency and schedule. The principal cause for
these shortcom ngs was a lack of M ssion-specific procedures
for ensuring that performance nonitoring plans were prepared
and maintained in accordance with USAID guidance. Wthout
conpl ete plans, the Mssion did not have assurance that it was
mai ntaining the controls that are essential to the operation
of a credi ble and useful performnce-based managenent system

Recommendation No 1: W recomend that USAID Ghana
update its current performance nonitoring plans to
precisely define indicators, identify all data sources,
describe data <collection nmethods, and specify data
col l ection frequency and schedul es.

Recommendation No 2: W recomend that USAI D/ Ghana
establish procedur es to ensure t hat per f or mance
monitoring plans are prepared and rmaintained in

accordance wi th USAI D gui dance.

ADS 203, states that performance nonitoring plans shall be
pr epar ed for each operati ng unit’s strategic pl an.
Information included in a performance nonitoring plan shal

enabl e conparable performance data to be collected over tine,

even in the event of staff turnover, and shall <clearly
articul ate expect ati ons in terms of schedul e and
responsibility. Specifically, performance nonitoring plans
shall provide a detailed definition of the performance
indicators that will be tracked; specify the source, nethod of

collection and schedule of collection for all required data;
and assign responsibility for collection to a specific office,
team or i ndividual. In summary, performance nonitoring plans
function as a critical tool for managi ng and docunenting the
data collection process—and for ensuring that conparable data
are collected fromone reporting period to the next.



USAI D) Ghana had a separate performance nonitoring plan for
each of its four strategic objective areas. For the three
performance nonitoring plans we examned (one for each of the
three strategic objectives covered by this audit), we found
that the plans were not as conplete as required by USAID
gui dance for six of the ten indicators exam ned (See Appendi X
L11). Specifically, the plans did not always neet standards
in the areas of (1) indicator definition, (2) data source
identification, (3) data collection nethod, and (4) data
coll ection frequency and schedul e.

Under the standard for “indicator definition,” we found four
indicators out of ten that did not neet the criterion. For
exanple, Strategic Objective No. 1 indicator “Value of
selected nontraditional exports” consisted of mnmeasuring the
changes in value of nontraditional export comobdities, such as
pi neappl es and avocados. However, the plan did not |ist what
specific comodities should be included. The plan should have
identified which compdities were to be included in the
conputation of the indicator to ensure that data are
conparable fromyear to year and the baseline does not change.

For the “data source identification” standard, we determ ned
that there were two indicators out of ten for which the data
source was not adequately identified. For exanple, the
Strategic Objective No. 1 indicator, “Nunber of financial
institutions providing credit to USAID Ghana assisted mcro-
enterprises. . .,” had a source description that was vague as
to both entity and source docunent. Specifically, the plan
sinply referred to such things as contractor reports,
financial institution records, and micro-enterprise records.
It did not specifically identify each entity and the type of
docunents that needed to be consulted, an om ssion which could
lead to a lack of conmparability in the data fromyear to year

Under the “data collection nmethod” standard, there were two
indicators out of ten that did not conform to the standard.
For exanple, wth Strategic bjective No. 2 indicator
“Percentage of comunities active in school decision-nmaking in

partnership schools,” the plan did not provide sufficient
detail on the data collection nethod so that it could be
consistently applied in subsequent years. |In other words, no

details were given on who collects the data, how many people
are to be interviewed, how many subgroups there are of
i ntervi ewees, who these subgroups are made up of, or details
about how interviewers are to be trained and debriefed. This
lack of detail could lead to different nethodol ogies being



enpl oyed from year to year, which could negatively affect
conparability.

There were two indicators out of ten for which performance
monitoring plans specified only mnimal information on data

collection frequency and schedul es. For exanmple, for the
Strategic bjective No. 2 indicator “Percentage of teachers
usi ng pupil-focused instructional practices. . .,” the plan

did not include a description of the schedule to collect data
or indicate the frequency of collection. Wile such schedul es
were described in other project docunents, the lack of such
information in the performance nonitoring plan nade it
difficult for managers to know what schedules were in effect
at a given time or what changes may have taken place in such
scheduling as the project progressed. Frequency of data
collection can have a very real effect on results, and such
information should be included in performance nonitoring
pl ans.

The principal cause for performance nonitoring plans not being
conplete in the above-nentioned four areas was a |ack of
m ssion-specific procedures for ensuring that performance
monitoring plans were prepared and naintained in accordance
with USAID guidance. USAI D) Ghana had no separate guidance
descri bi ng how ADS procedures shoul d be inplenented. W noted
that in one case, where a consultant was hired to prepare the
plan for one of the strategic objectives, the consultant’s
contract did not specify what guidance he needed to foll ow.
Al so, we observed that even when performance nonitoring plans
were developed, they were not always wupdated in order to
reflect changes in data collection nethodol ogy or changes in
the definition of the indicator itself. The ADS provides that
performance nonitoring plans be conpleted for each operating
unit’'s strategic plan, and that they be periodically updated
to reflect changes that may take place as a program evol ves.

More detailed and conplete performance nonitoring plans would
i nprove the planning, managenent, and docunentation of data
collection and nake the performance nonitoring plans nore
useful as managenent tools for USAID Ghana. For exanple, in
the schools wusing Community School |nprovenment Prograns, the
i ndi cator was not precise enough so as to ensure that the
meaning of the indicator would be clear. In 1998
participating schools sinply needed to have an |nprovenent
Program to be counted; however, in 1999, the schools needed to
have, not only a Program but also two out of four of the
Program conponents in sonme state of inplenentation in order to



be counted. Therefore, the data were not strictly conparable
fromone year to the next. W are not stating that indicators
shoul d not be changed when conditions warrant it. However, if
changes are nmade to an indicator that affect conparability,
then the baseline will need to be reestablished to ensure
conparability of data fromyear to year

The per f or mance nmoni t ori ng pl an contri butes to t he
ef fecti veness of the performance nonitoring system by ensuring
t hat conparable data will be collected on a regular and tinely
basi s. It also provides the M ssion adequate assurance that
it was nmmintaining the controls that are essential to the
operation  of a credible and useful per f or mance- based
managenent system  Wthout such plans, results reporting may
be di srupted or conprom sed by staff turnover, data may not be
conparable from one period to the next, and the m ssion does
not have a detailed roadmap to nmnage its perfornmance
nonitoring process. Performance nonitoring plans bring
together the details of the performance nonitoring process
that would otherwise only be found in a nyriad of contractor,
grantee, host governnent and m ssion docunents.

Data Quality Assessnents Wre
Not Done for all Indicators

For seven out of the ten indicators exam ned, we determ ned
that data quality assessnents were not done in accordance with
USAI D gui dance that requires data assessnents when indicators
are initially established and at |east every three years
thereafter. This occurred primarily because neither M ssion
personnel nor nonitoring and eval uation contractors were aware
of the data quality assessnent requirenments—or was USAID
gui dance sufficiently precise as to exactly how assessnents
were to be done. Wthout required data quality assessnents,

USAI Y Ghana did not have an adequate |evel of assurance that

data quality nmet wvalidity, tineliness, and reliability
standards for results-oriented nanagenent, the lack of which
coul d have an adverse effect upon decision making.

Recommendati on No. 3: W recommend that USAID Ghana
conplete and/or docunent data quality assessnents on
those indicators that were reported as not having had a
required assessnent.

Recommendati on No. 4: We recommend that USAID Ghana
establish procedures to ensure that data quality
assessnents are conpleted and docunented at required




intervals for indicators in its Results Review and
Resource Requests in accordance with USAID and federal
gui dance.

Resul ts-oriented managenent decisions require valid, current,
and reliable information, and the benefits of this approach
depend substantially on the quality of the performance
information. Data quality assessnments provi de nanagenment with
reasonabl e assurance that data quality is sufficient for sound
managenent deci si ons. ADS 203 states that operating units
shall, at regular intervals, critically assess the data they
are using to nonitor performance to insure they are of
reasonable quality and accurately reflect the process or
phenonmenon they are being used to nmeasure. Data quality wl|l
be assessed as part of the process of establishing performance
i ndi cators and choosing data collection sources and nethods.

The gui dance goes on to say that reassessnents will be done as
necessary, but at intervals of no greater than three years
and that whenever possi bl e, reasonabl e standards of

statistical reliability and validity should be applied.

The guidance does not specify what these “reasonable
standards” are, but in the <context of this audit, we
considered that, at the very mninum data quality assessnents
needed to be docunented. |In other words, we did not consider
it sufficient to say that a data quality assessnment was done
wi t hout any docunentation to that effect. GAO s “Standards
for Internal Controls in the Federal Governnent” provides
internal control standards for federal agencies covering both
program and financi al managenent areas. The standards include
a requirenent t hat i nt ernal cont rol systems and al
transactions and other significant events be clearly
docunented and that docunentation be readily available for
exam nation. Likewise, if a data quality assessnment were not
performed, we would also expect to find docunentation of the
reasons for not doing so (e.g., an exceptionally strong
control environnent, and indicator that was sinple and not
susceptible to assessnent, etc.)

Furthernore, in this audit we applied different tests for the
adequacy of a data quality assessment based on the types of
data sources-secondary, partner, and prinary. We defined
secondary sources as entities outside of M ssion nmanagenent
control, such as governnment mnistries, the United Nations, or
other international organizations. Partner sources were
defined as USAID contractors and grant recipients. Primry
sources were considered to be the Mssion itself and any



i ndependent entities that the M ssion engaged to coll ect data.
In general, when the M ssion used secondary or partner data,
we assunmed that, in doing a data quality assessnent, the
M ssion would have to place greater reliance on the control
procedures of the entity that collected the data—and that it
woul d be sufficient for the Mssion to assess those controls.
In addition, in the case of partner data, we al so assuned that
a data quality assessnent might sinply take the form of the
M ssi on undertaki ng periodic sanpling and review of such data
to ensure conpleteness, accuracy and consistency. (This
approach to reviewi ng the adequacy of data quality assessnents
was devel oped in cooperation with USAID s Ofice of Policy and
Program Coor di nati on.)

In general, we concluded that data quality assessnments were
not being done. For seven out of the ten indicators exam ned,
we determ ned that data quality assessnents were not done—er,
if done, were not docunmented. Several exanples follow

= The Strategic (bjective No. 1 indicator “Nunber of
financial institutions providing credit to USAl D Ghana
assisted mcro-enterprises. . .” was established in 1998,
but no data quality assessnments were done at that tinme or
later. In fact, our review found that data reported in the
FY 2001 R4 for this indicator was not correct—a situation
that likely would have been discovered had an assessnent
been done as required (see next section for discussion).

= Under Strategic Objective No. 2, data for the indicator
“Nunber of schools and conmunities wthin partnership
districts utilizing Community School |nprovenent Plans” was
coll ected by the technical assistance contractor. W found
no evidence that data quality assessnents were done, or if
done, were not docunented. (Strategic objective team
menbers did indicate that data quality was considered when
i ndicators were established and that appropriate controls
wer e designed.)

= In Strategic Objective No. 3, we found that, for indicators
with nmultiple sources of data, assessnments were done for
some of the sources but not for others. For exanple, the
i ndi cator “Condom sales” relied on data from the Mnistry
of Health (MoH), the Ghana Social Marketing Foundation
(GSMF), and Pl anned Parent hood Association of Ghana (PPAG).
Al t hough there was no assessnent for data from GSM-, there
was an assessnment for data from the MOH done at selected
di stribution points. An assessnent for PPAG was conpl eted



in 1996 that focused on “program eval uation”—but not on
data validity and reliability.

M ssion officials stated that data quality assessnents were

not done for a nunber of reasons. In sone cases, neither
M ssion  personnel nor the nonitoring and evaluation
contractors wer e awar e of dat a qual ity assessnent
requi rement s—and, therefore, sinply did not do them In other
cases, as in Strategic Objective No. 3, various “program
assessnments” were made from 1996 through 1999. These,

however, were not specifically designed to address data
quality and generally referred to data quality in a peripheral
manner; therefore, they did not always qualify as data quality
assessnents.

Anot her cause, per Mssion staff nmenbers, was the |lack of a
record-keeping system to docunent assessnents. Sone m ssion
personnel stated that they had done data assessnent-type
activities during the period in question, but they did not
have a file or avail able docunentation to denonstrate what had
been done, what the results were, and what conclusions were
made. This absence of internal control procedures for
mai ntai ning docunentation contributed to our inability to
verify that assessnents had in fact been done. We cannot be
sure that the reputed assessnent activities were sufficient;
however, even if sufficient, the lack of docunentation renains
a problem Even if a data quality assessnment were done but is
not docunented, the information that would be contained
therein is not available to Mssion staff and cannot provide a
guide to the current assessnment. It is simlarly unavail able
as a guide to how data managenent coul d be i nproved.

A results-oriented nanagenent approach relies on field
managers to use performance information to meke their
deci si ons. Specifically, quality performance indicators and
data wll help (1) ensure that USAID program and budget
decisions are as well informed as practically possible, (2)
support ef ficient use  of USAI D resources, (3) neet
requirenents of federal legislation, and (4) address the
information needs of USAID s internal and external wusers,
whi ch includes senior managenent, OVB, and Congress. However,
sound decisions require valid, current, and reliable
i nformati on, and the Dbenefits of this results-oriented
approach depend substantially on the quality of t he
performance information avail able. Wthout data quality
assessnents, USAID/ Ghana did not have reasonable assurance
that data quality nmet validity, tineliness, and reliability
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standards for results-oriented nanagenent, the |ack of which
coul d negatively affect decision making.

We continue to believe that data quality assessnments are a key
control for ensuring that quality data are reported and that
assessnents shoul d be perfornmed and docunented. Nevert hel ess,
we do recognize that the ADS guidance is limted and not as
specific as it should be. USAIDs Ofice of Policy and
Program Coordi nation also recognizes this shortcomng and is
currently at work on clarifying the requirenment based on the
prelimnary findings of this audit.

Data Reported in the Subject R4
Did Not Al ways Meet Reporting Standards

Al t hough USAI D) Ghana generally reported performance data in
conpliance with applicable USAI D guidance, in four of the ten
i ndi cators that we exam ned there were shortcom ngs: (1) in
two cases, reported data did not agree wth supporting
docunentation, (2) in one case baseline data were not
conparable to data being reported for the follow ng year, and
(3) in three cases, data linmtations were not disclosed. As a
result, data quality did not always neet the requirenments of
USAI D and federal guidance. The principal cause for this was
the lack of an adequate internal control systemto ensure that
sufficient data quality was mintained and reported.
Consequently, USAID Ghana did not have, in sonme cases, data
with the quality necessary for a results-oriented nmanagenent
appr oach.

Recommendati on No. 5: W recomrend that USAID/ Ghana
revise its procedures to ensure that data reported in the
M ssion’s Results Review and Resource Request reports are
supported by adequate docunentation, have conparable
basel i nes, and disclose any data Ilimtations in
accordance with USAI D and federal guidance.

In reviewing data reported in the FY 2001 R4, we perforned
three basic tests: (1) we traced data to supporting
docunentation (and did recal cul ati ons when necessary); (2) we
verified that performance data were conparable to baseline
data; and (3) we checked to see that known data limtations,
if any, were disclosed in the R4 report. The criteria for
these three areas are discussed in the next three paragraphs.

We used GAO s “Standards for Internal Controls in the Federa
Governnent” as criteria for required data docunentation. The
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standards cover both program and financial nanagenent areas,
and require that internal control systens and all transactions
and other significant events be clearly docunented and that
docunent ati on be readily avail abl e for exam nati on.

In addition to having supporting docunentation, data nust also
be conparable. ADS 203 states that perfornmance baselines wll
reflect, as nearly as possible, the value of each performance
i ndicator at the commencenent of USAID- supported activities
Subsequently, conparable data for the indicator are to be
collected so that changes in the value of the indicator
reflect USAID interventions, and not just changes in the
i ndi cator or the collection nethodol ogy.

As for disclosure of known data limtations, USAID issued
gui dance in Decenber 1998 for preparing the FY 2001 R4, which
encouraged full use of the coment section of each data table

in the R4. Possible information for this section included
whether there were any “significant data limtations” (or
problens with the data) and what their inplications would be
for measuring performance results. Subsequent USAI D

requirenents issued in 1999 for FY 2002 R4 reports nmade
di scl osure of data |imtations nandatory.

Overall, USAID/ Ghana generally did a good job in reporting
performance results in its R4 report wth regard to the
criteria discussed in the previous three paragraphs (See
Appendix 111, colums 8 through 10 which sumrarizes our
findi ngs). Nevertheless, we noted three areas where
i mprovenents could be nmade in ensuring that data are reported
in conpliance with applicable USAID and federal guidance.
USAI D) Ghana should ensure that (1) R4 data agree to source
docunentation, (2) R4 data being reported are conparable to
baseline data for the indicator, and (3) known data
limtations, if any, are disclosed. Specifically, we found
for three of the ten indicators exam ned, there were (1) two
cases in which data did not agree with source docunentation,
(2) one case where an indicator did not report data conparable
to baseline data, and (3) three cases where there were
undi scl osed data limtations.

Concerni ng docunentation, for the Strategic Objective No. 1
i ndi cator, “Nunber of financial institutions providing credit
to USAI D Ghana-assisted mcro-enterprises. . .,” we could not
reconcile the anount reported in the R4 to source docunents.
Al t hough the nunber of institutions reported was two, the
source docunents supported only one institution, t he



Agricul tural Devel opnent Bank. Al so, the anount of credit and
pre-financing | everaged of $435,000 (1 billion Cedis) reported
in the R4 did not reconcile to source docunents. W verified
t hat source docunents showed that this ampunt was under st ated
by approximately $33,496 (77,040,000 Cedis), applying the
exchange rate used at the tinme of R4 preparation. \Wiile the
anount of dollar discrepancy is only about seven percent, it
is surprising that the absolute nunber of institutions
reported was not correct—and that error had not been noted
during the normal course of project nonitoring.

Regardi ng conparability of baseline data, under the Strategic
bj ective No. 2 indicator “Percentage of teachers using pupi

focused instructional practices in Partnership Schools,” the
prelimnary data for 1999 was not conparable to the baseline
data reported for 1998. First, the partner had changed the
data collection instrunent between the baseline year of 1998

and 1999. Secondly, the nethodology for <calculating the
percentage of teachers was also about to change. These
changes pose a potential problem for future R4 reports. For

1999, the partner stated that it was considering changing the
met hodol ogy to one based on obtaining a score of “three or
four” in four out of seven itens. The original nethodol ogy
was based on a score of “two or nore” in at |east four of
eight itenms. The changes in the collection instrunent and the
scoring could lead to a loss in conparability between the
baseline year and follow ng years. W are not stating that
i ndi cators should not be changed when conditions warrant it.
However, if an indicator is redefined or changed in any manner
that affects conparability, then the baseline will need to be
reestablished to ensure that the data remain conparable from
year to year

Wth respect to data limtations, we noted two concerns
regarding the Strategic Objective No. 3 indicator “Couple
years of protection” (CYP). For one of the sources for CYP,
the Mnistry of Health (MOH), two assessnments were done in
1996 on the contraceptive program One assessnent, which
| ooked at selected western region distribution points, found
that MOH distribution points were wusing too many forns,
resulting in enployee confusion. As a consequence, data
produced at the distribution points were inaccurately recorded
and subsequently passed up to the regional and central |evels.

The other assessnent perforned in 1996 (by the Chana

Statistical Service), although appearing to be representative
of the MOH as a whole, did not directly address data quality
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or accuracy. However, the report did provide statistics on
the nunber of MOH distribution points that were reporting
statistics. It stated that famly planning statistica
reports were sent by only 90 percent of the units exam ned.

These two assessnents indicated that there was a data quality
probl em Al 't hough one of the assessments led to technica
assistance being provided to the MM, the known data
[imtation wth MOH data shoul d have been di scl osed.

An additional issue wth this indicator concerned the
conversion factors used to calculate the CYP from the raw
distribution figures. The conversion factors were not
consistent with recommended conversion factors published by
USAID, nor were they disclosed. For exanple, while the
recommended conversion factor for condons is 120 per CYP,
USAI DY Ghana used a factor of 100. Because these factors

differ from standard factors and are an integral part of the
i ndi cator cal culation, they should have been disclosed and an
expl anation provided. Wt hout disclosure, one would assune
that CYP data from Ghana are conparable to CYP data reported
from ot her USAI D-assisted countri es.

There are various causes for the reporting problens noted
above. The principal cause for data not agreeing to source
docunentation was a weakness in the control system to ensure
that supporting docunmentation was collected and naintained.
VWen trying to verify that docunentation existed for the R4
data, in some cases, we had to consult several sources in
different | ocations. Wiile there were no problens in eight
out of the ten cases we reviewed, having a standardi zed record
keeping system for each indicator which would consolidate
appropriate source docunents for each year, would inprove the
chances of not inadvertently reporting incorrect data. Al so,
gual ity assurance procedures requiring that data be carefully
cross-checked against these source docunents would further
ensure that transcription errors are not introduced into the
R4 report. Procedures are also necessary to ensure that newy
reported data remain conparable to baselines, and that known
data limtations are disclosed.

A Mssion partner stated that an additional cause for the one
Strategic Objective No. 2 indicator problem was inadequate
performance on the part of a subcontractor hired to collect
data, but whose data could not be relied wupon, thereby
requiring that an estinate be used for the baseline figure
It is laudable that the suspect data were not included in the
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R4 report. Neverthel ess, conparability questions do arise,
and at the very least, the inherent Ilimtations of the
esti mat ed basel i ne data shoul d have been di scl osed.

As previously nentioned, a results-oriented nanagenent
approach relies on field managers to nmke their decisions
based upon performance information. Specifically, quality
performance indicators and data wll help (1) ensure that
USAI D program and budget decisions are based upon the best
information that is practically possible, (2) support

efficient use of USAID resources, (3) neet requirenents of
federal legislation, and (4) address the information needs of
USAID s internal and external wusers, which includes senior
managenent, OVB, and Congress. The benefits of this results-
ori ented approach depend substantially on the quality of the
performance i nformation avail abl e.

As discussed above, USAID Ghana did not have, in sonme cases,
data with the quality that met standards for results-oriented
managenent . Wile we do not believe the problens we have
noted were sufficient to negatively inpact decision nmaking, we
neverthel ess believe that certain nodest changes in M ssion
record keeping are in order to ensure that docunentation
exists and is maintained to support data reported for each
performance indicator. This would help ensure that errors are
not inadvertently introduced into R4 reporting. Wth regard
to conparability of newy reported data with baselines, it may
be enough to ensure that conpleted performance nonitoring
plans are prepared which would provide detailed indicator
definitions and careful descriptions of data collection
net hodol ogy so as to ensure conparability of data from one
year to the next. As for limtations on data, establishing a
file of supporting docunentation for each indicator—along with

any information indicating that data problens or linmtations
exi st—would be a good way of ensuring that when data are
reported, any known [imtations will not be overl ooked.

Managenent Conments and Qur Eval uati on

Al t hough USAI D/ Ghana general ly concurred with t he
recomrendati ons and many of the findings, it did not concur
with several of the reported exceptions and subsequent
concl usi ons. USAI DY Ghana’s coments are included in their
entirety in Appendix I1.

USAI DY Ghana questioned why we did not coment on the
addi ti onal conponent of the performance nonitoring systemthat
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concerns analyzing and using nonitoring data for inproved
program performance, and suggested that we include a section
in the report regarding this. Al though we did verify that
performance data were used in some way by mssion personnel,
we did not specifically exam ne how the data were anal yzed and
used for inproving program performance, since this was outside
the scope of our audit. Therefore, we are not prepared to
comrent on this aspect of the nonitoring system

Concerning the finding that performance nonitoring plans were
not always conplete, USAID/ Ghana did not concur with two of
t he exceptions noted. Concerning the first exception, the
M ssion stated that it did not concur with the report’s
conclusion that, under the Comunity School | nprovenent Plan
i ndi cator, the data were not strictly conparable from one year
to the next. The Mssion stated that managing for results
requires adjustnents and that, building upon |essons |earned,
it was agreed that nodifying the indicator definition would
increase rather than decrease data rigor. The M ssion
concluded that it reserves the option of nodifying its
performance nonitoring plan when and how it deens nost
appropri at e. W do not disagree that an indicator should be
nodi fied when conditions warrant it. However, the indicator
in question was originally not very precisely defined, and
with the subsequent changes, the baseline was no |onger
conparable. |If USAID Ghana determnes that it is necessary to
change an indicator in a manner t hat affects data
conparability, the baseline will also need to be reestablished
to preserve data conparability.

For the second exception under this finding, USAID Ghana did
not concur wth the report’s conclusion that specific
commodities were not included in the performance nonitoring
plan definition of the indicator for “Value of Selected
Nontraditional Exports.” The M ssion stated that the specific
commodities in question were listed in a specific spreadsheet,
which the Mssion stated fornmed part of the performance
nmoni tori ng plan. We reviewed the spreadsheet in question as
well as nunerous other source docunents. However, the
spreadsheet was not part of the performance nonitoring plan
that was presented to us; but rather, it was provided as a
source docunment to support the plan. The plan as it was
presented to us did not contain the individual comodities
that are needed to ensure that a data conparability is
mai nt ai ned fromyear to year.
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USAI Y Ghana concurred with Recommendation Nos. 1 and 2 except

for the term “correct” used in Recomendation No. 1. The
M ssion believes that the use of this terminplies that there
are serious flaws in the perfornmance nonitoring plan. e

agree with USAID Ghana and have changed the recomendati on
term nol ogy accordingly. Therefore a managenent deci sion has
been reached on recomrendati on Nos. 1 and 2.

Regarding the finding that data quality assessnments were not
done for all indicators, USAID Ghana did not specifically
concur with two reported exceptions. The first of these
concerned the lack of a data assessnment for the indicator
“Nunber of financial institutions providing credit . . ..”
The Mssion stated that TechnoServe, the organizatio

implenenting this activity, has a well-structured and highly
devel oped nonitoring and eval uati on system whi ch i ncluded data
quality assessnents, in addition to assessnent activities by
M ssion personnel. W specifically spoke to a representative
from TechnoServe and were told that no data quality assessnent
had been done for this indicator. Additionally, no one from
t he USAI D/ Chana provided any evidence that a data assessnent
had been done. In the absence of any docunentation to the
contrary, as well as statenents from TechnoServe personnel, we
are forced to conclude that no assessnent was done for this
i ndi cat or.

The second exception that USAID Ghana did not concur wth
i nvolves the indicator “lncreased tourist visits . . ..” The
M ssion stated that two docunents denonstrate that substantive
effort was invested in assuring data quality for this

i ndi cat or. The docunents do indicate that there was
consi derabl e analysis and thought invested in selecting the
i ndi cator; but nei t her docunent denonstrates that t he
i ndicator data were actually assessed. The e-mail nentioned

by the M ssion describes how the revenue was cal culated from
the tourist figures received fromthe parks (which is only one
aspect of the data); however, nowhere does it discuss
assessing the quality and validity of the actual tourist
figures upon which the revenue figures were cal cul ated. e
also interviewed both Mssion personnel and contractor
personnel involved in performance nmonitoring who told us that
the accuracy and the quality of the actual tourist figures
were never assessed. W also asked the Mssion to furnish us
wi th docunentation to support the fact that the figures were
assessed, however the Mssion did not respond wth any
docunent ati on. In the absence of any docunentation, in
conjunction wth statenents by Mssion personnel and
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contractors, we continue to maintain that no assessnent was
done on the data for this indicator.

USAI DY Ghana stated that it concurred with both Recomendati on
Nos. 3 and 4 under this finding, adding that it had already
conplied with Recommendation No. 3. However, as of the
publication date of this report, we have not received any
docunentation to support the fact that a nmnagenent decision
had been nade or final action had been taken. W, therefore,
consider Recomendation No. 3 to be open and wthout a
managenment decision while a managenent decision has been
reached on recommendati on No. 4.

Wth respect to the finding that data reported in the subject
R4 did not always neet reporting standards, USAID/ Ghana did
not concur with two of the reported exceptions. The first of
t hese concerned the statenent that the nunber reported in the
R4 for the indicator “Nunber of financial institutions
providing credit " could not be reconciled to source
docunents. The subject R4 reported two institutions, while we
reported that source docunments only supported the existence of
one institution. USAI DY Ghana stated that a second
institution, the Sinapi Aba Trust, also provided credit and
shoul d have been included in the indicator. USAI D/ Ghana did
mention this financial institution to us, but when asked to
provi de docunentation to support the furnished credit, the
Mssion did not respond with any docunentation. In the
absence of proper docunentation required by federal guidance,
we do not consider this a reportable institution under this
i ndi cat or.

The second exception under this finding that USAl D/ Ghana did
not concur with concerned significant data limtations that
were not disclosed for the “Couple years of protection” (CYP)
indicator. The Mssion stated that the one field visit report
that was referred to was not representative of the country as
a whol e. Furthernore, with respect to the other assessnent,
which stated that only 90 percent of the distribution points
were reporting statistics, the mssion clained that this
percentage is quite good for the area and said that it was
confident that the CYP data are conparable. The M ssion
concluded that CYP serves as a solid indicator of services
provi ded during the year.

W do not disagree that CYP serves in principal as a solid

i ndi cator of services provided. However, we do question the
M ssion’s contention that the data are reliable, and therefore
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conpar abl e, based on the fact that the Mssion did not present
us with any docunentation to support this conclusion. The
M ssion provided no other assessnent to support this claim
except for the two aforenentioned assessnents, one of which
i ndi cated defective data in the western region, and the other
of which showed that only 90 percent of the distribution
points reported statistics throughout the entire Mnistry.
Al t hough the Mssion clains that the one data assessnent from
the western region that described defective data was not
representative, it should be noted that USAI D Ghana believed
this assessnment was significant enough to use it as the basis
for providing the Mnistry of Health with technical
assi st ance. Considering the above reported deficiencies,
conbined with the lack any assessnent to the contrary, the
data limtations should have been disclosed in the R4.

USAI DY Ghana concurred with Recommendation No. 5 except for the
term “establish,” which it felt inplied that there were no
exi sting procedures for ensuring that R4 data were reported in
accordance with guidance. W agree that the Mssion did have
an existing control system and associ ated procedures and have
changed the recommendation accordingly. Therefore a
managemnment deci si on has been reached on reconmendati on No. 5.
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SCOPE AND
VETHODOLOGY

Scope

We audited USAID/ Ghana’s controls over performance nonitoring
in accordance wth generally accepted governnent auditing
st andar ds. The audit also assessed USAID Ghana s internal
controls governing the quality of data reported in its FY 2001
R4. Specifically, the audit addressed whether: (1) baselines
were established, (2) adequate performance nonitoring plans
were conpleted, (3) data quality assessnents were done, and
(4) data reported in the subject R4 conplied wth USAI D and
f ederal gui dance.

The audit examned ten out of eleven indicators in
USAI D) Ghana’s Strategic Objective Nos. 1, 2 and 3. W did not
examne Strategic Objective No. 4 due to its relative
insignificant anount of available funding conpared to the
Mssion’s entire portfolio. The three strategic objectives
t hat we exam ned had reported unliquidated obligations of $48
mllion out of a total portfolio of $50.4 mllion unliquidated
obligations as of Septenber 30 1998. W did not verify the
reliability of the Mssion’ s conputer generated data; nor did
we project the results of our test to itens that we did not
test.

The fieldwrk was conducted at USAID Ghana in Accra, Ghana,
during the period January 31, 2000, to February 25, 2000.

Met hodol ogy

W began the fieldwork with a study and evaluation of the
Mssion’s internal control systemas it related to performance
monitoring for Strategic Objective Nos. 1, 2, and 3. Thi s
included an analysis of M ssion guidance, the procedures
followed for developing the performance indicators, and
procedures for data collection and reporting. We then
anal yzed the Mssion’s internal control system and conpared
our results to the requirenents found in USAID and rel evant
federal qguidance. The basic controls that we tested were
whet her the M ssion:
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= Established indicator baseline data <either in the
strategic plan or a subsequent Results Review and
Resour ce Request;

» Prepared performance nonitoring plans that contained a
detailed definition of the indicator that set forth
precisely all t echni cal el enents of the indicator
st at enent ;

= Prepared performance nonitoring plans that identified al
data sources;

= Prepared performance nonitoring plans that described the
data collection nmethod in sufficient detail to enable
consi stent use in subsequent years;

= Prepared performance nonitoring plans that specified
frequency and schedul e of data collection;

= Prepared performance nonitoring plans that assigned
responsibility for collecting data;

= Conpleted an assessnent of data quality for the
indicators either at the establishnment of the indicator
or at an interval no greater than three years;

= Reported data that was adequately supported by source
docunent s;

» Reported baseline data in the R4 that were conparable to
the data reported for the indicator in subsequent years;
and

= Disclosed known data limtations (if any) in the comrents
section of the R4 report.

Because the Mssion’'s performance nonitoring control system
was generally functioning as intended, we assessed control
ri sk as nmedi um

From the Mssion’s strategic plan, we developed a sanple of
ten indicators in three strategic objectives from the
uni ver se. These three strategic objectives represented the
principal activities in the Mssion's portfolio. W did not
include Strategic Objective No. 4 due to its relatively
insignificant level of funding conpared to the other three
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objectives. Wthin the three objectives, we selected for our
detailed audit review ten indicators out of a total of eleven.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA APPENDIX TII
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT P 1 of 6
MISSION TO GHANA age L o

E45/3 Independence Avenue,

p {Next to Pegasus Building)
USAID P.O.BOX 1630
— N ACCRA - GHANA
5 TELEPHONE 228440
228467
231939

[ L4
ll'll FAX : 233-21-231940
233-21.231937

June 6, 2000

Mr. Henry Barrett

Regional Inspector General's Office

United States Agency for International Development
Dakar, Senegal

REF: USAID/Ghana Comments on Draft Audit Report of FY2000 R4 Performance
Monitoring

Dear Mr. Barrett:

Enclosed please find USAID/Ghana’s comments on the draft audit report of the Mission's
FY2000 R4 performance monitoring. | believe that all of our comments are self-
explanatory and clear, but please do contact me should you desire any additionai
clarification or information concerning these comments.

Thank you for your assistance and we look forward to receiving the final audit report.

SI cerely,

Frank J. You
Mission Director
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USAID/Ghana Comments on Draft Audit Report of FY 2001 R4 Performance
Monitoring

Background

While USAID does apply existing GAO standards, at the time of the preparation of the
FY 2001 R4s the Agency had issued no specific guidance to overseas Missions as to the
existence or applicability of GAO standards to Mission operations. The USAID/Ghana
FY 2001 R4 was submitted to AID/W in March 1999 and is based on indicator data
available as of the end of FY 1998. In assessing the Mission's compliance with Agency
guidelines on indicator and data quality, the auditors used TIPS No. 12, Guidelines for
Indicator and Data Quality, dated 1998 as the standard. However, TIPS No. 12 was not
widely circulated nor readily available to Missions until it was posted to the CDIE web
page on June 29, 1999. Thus USAID/Ghana was not able to apply the guidance of TIPS
No. 12 to the FY 2001 R4 because the guidance was not posted on the web until after the
R4 was submitted. The Mission used CDIE's TIPS No. 7, Preparing a Performance
Monitoring Plan, for guidance on indicators and data quality. TIPS No. 7 covers plans
for data collection and plans for data analysis, reporting, review and use. While not as
comprehensive as TIPS No. 12, TIPS No. 7 was the existing standard at time of the FY
2001 R4 submission.

The components of USAID's performance monitoring system are listed in the third
paragraph of the Background section (page 2) of the audit report. Surprisingly, no
mention is made of the analysis and use of monitoring data for improving program
performance. USAID/Ghana considers the use of monitoring data to improve program
performance to be the most important element of the Agency’s performance monitoring
system. The Mission suggests that this sixth component of the USAID performance
monitoring system be included in the report, namely, “analyzing and using monitoring
data for improved program performance.”

Performance Monitoring Plans Were Not Always Complete

The Mission decided to add rigor to the Community-School Improvement Plan at the end
of the first year, and consequently the report (page 5) notes that “data were not strictly
comparable from one year to the next.” The report further states that this equals an
incomplete plan and that “the Mission did not have assurance that it was maintaining the
controls that are essential.” The Mission does not concur with these conclusions.
Managing for results requires adjustments. Building upon lessons learned during the
previous years, it was agreed that modifying the indicator definition to set specific
benchmarks/targets would increase, rather than decrease, data rigor. The Mission strives
for the appropriate balance between data comparability and occasional adjustments which
improve the overall Mission performance monitoring plan. The Mission reserves the
option of modifying its performance monitoring plan when and how it deems most
appropriate.
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The Mission concurs that more specificity in the calculation of the indicator Value of
Selected Nontraditional Exports would improve its description and documentation
accuracy. However, the assertion on page 4 of the draft report that specific commodities
were not included in the PMP definition of this indicator is inaccurate. The PMP
specifically mentions six commodity or product groups:

"afrocentric garments/handicrafts, selected fresh and dried vegetables, selected
fresh fruits, medicinal plants/essential oils, nut and nut products, and wood/wood
products.”

These six commodity or product groups are also listed along with 13 specific crops in the
spreadsheet entitled "Value of Selected NTEs" which forms part of the PMP and contains
the data used to calculate the indicator. The spreadsheet was shown to the audit team.
The commodities are in fact adequately defined in the PMP. Within the context that
NTEs are discussed in Ghana and most other countries, a broad commodity group
definition of NTE categories is used. These are the "commodities" affected by the project
and this is well understood by the Mission’s development audience.

On the issue of data source identification, the Mission concurs that the description of data
sources for the indicator Value of Selected Nontraditional Exports does not specifically
identify each entity and the type of source documents. This has been noted and included
in the PMP.

On page 5 the report states that "Without detailed and complete performance monitoring
plans, USAID/Ghana was without a critical tool for planning, managing and documenting
data collection." In no case has the Mission been without a performance monitoring plan.
Mission performance monitoring plans are quite detailed, notwithstanding the few
inadequacies identified by the report. A more accurate and appropriate wording would be
“More detailed and complete performance monitoring plans would improve the planning,
management, and documentation of data collection and make the PMPs more useful as
management tools for USAID/Ghana."

Recommendation No. 1: We recommend that USAID/Ghana correct its current
performance monitoring plans to precisely define indicators, identify all data
sources, describe data collection methods, and specify data collection frequency and
schedules.

The Mission acknowledges that its performance monitoring plans need to be updated and
has, in fact, already initiated the updating of the PMPs. However, the recommendation,
in its current phrasing, seems to suggest that there are serious or fundamental flaws with
the definition of indicators, the identification of data sources, the description of data
collection methods, and the specificity of data collection frequency and schedules. The
Mission suggests that substituting “update” for “correct” would result in a more precise
phrasing of the recommendation: “We recommend that USAID/Ghana update its current
performance monitoring plans to precisely define indicators, identify all data sources,
describe data collection methods, and specify data collection frequency and schedules.”
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With the addition of the Catholic Relief Services the SO2 PMP plan is being reviewed to

detect areas of ambiguity and clarify any outstanding issues to ensure that an overall plan

is implemented consistently across the QUIPS project. The QUIPS team has established

a technical working group to develop a comprehensive Intermediate Result and Strategic

Objective matrix which addresses Questions 2-6 of Appendix III of the audit report. The

matrix will be presented to USAID within the next two weeks.

Recommendation No. 2: We recommend that USAID/Ghana establish procedures
to ensure that performance monitoring plans are prepared and maintained in
accordance with USAID guidance.

The Mission concurs with this recommendation. A Mission Order will be issued on the
preparation and updating of performance monitoring plans. The Mission Order will
include procedures for ensuring detailed definitions of performance indicators;
specification of the source, collection method, and collection schedule for all required
data; and the assignment of responsibilities to the appropriate Mission offices, teams, and
individuals.

Data Quality Assessments Were Not Done for All Indicators

The report notes that current Agency guidance on how data quality assessments are to be
accomplished is inadequate and incomplete. The Mission concurs that Agency guidance
in this area is inadequate. The Mission will comply with improved Agency guidance just
as soon as the Agency issues updated guidance in this area. Moreover, the Mission
recommends that Agency guidance concerning the frequency (every three years) of data
quality assessments be re-examined and adjusted as necessary. For example, the
frequency of demographic and health surveys, an internationally accepted standard for
data quality assessment in the health field, is once every five years.

Regarding the indicator Number of financial institutions providing credit to
USAID/Ghana assisted micro-enterprises..., the audit report states on page 7 that there
have been no data quality assessments. TechnoServe, the organization implementing this
activity, has a well-structured and highly developed M&E system which includes data
quality assessments. Moreover, Mission personnel undertake periodic field program
performance assessments which provide the opportunity to cross-check data submitted by
all implementing partners.

On page 7 the report discusses a number of data quality assessments conducted by
Strategic Objective 3 and concludes that “they did not always qualify as data quality
assessments.” The Mission notes that, without more precise and complete Agency
guidance on what constitutes an adequate data quality assessment, it is not possible to
determine whether a given data assessment is or is not “adequate”.

Appendix I11 of the draft report indicates that no data quality assessments were done for
the indicator Increased tourist visits at key Central Region project sites. A four-page
memorandum from the PPD Office and email notes from Ms. Kim LeBlanc assessing the
quality of data collection for this indicator, both of which were shown to the audit team,
contradict this assertion. These two documents demonstrate that substantive effort was
invested in assuring data quality for this indicator.
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Recommendation No. 3: We recommend that USAID/Ghana complete and/or
document data quality assessments on those indicators that were reported as not
having had a required assessment.

The Mission concurs and has complied with this recommendation under existing
guidance. When USAID/Washington completes additional guidance on data quality
assessments, the Mission will comply with the new guidance.

Recommendation No. 4: We recommend that USAID/Ghana establish procedures
to ensure that data quality assessments are completed and documented at required
intervals for indicators in its R4 in accordance with USAID and federal guidance.

The Mission concurs with this recommendation and will issue a Mission Order
establishing the necessary procedures.

Data Reported in the Subject R4 Did Not Always Meet Reporting Standards

Regarding the SO 1 indicator, Number of financial institutions providing credit to
USAID/Ghana-assisted micro-enterprises, on page 9 the report claims that the number
reported in the R4 could not be reconciled with information in the source documents.
The report further states that although the number of institutions reported was two, the
source documents supported the assistance of only one institution, namely the
Agricultural Development Bank (ADB). However, the two institutions reported included
one micro-finance institution, the Sinapi Aba Trust, which provided maize inventory
credit under TechnoServe's Title Il program. The audit team was informed that the Title
I program, which formed part of SO 1, accounted for the second financial institution.
ADB provided credit for pineapple production and maize inventory, while the Sinapi Aba
Trust provided maize inventory credit. The audit team reviewed only TIRP-related
source documents from TechnoServe and did not include Title II related sources as they
should have.

On page 10 the report notes that CYP conversion factors and "significant data
limitations" for CYP were not included in the R4. The CYP conversion factors have
been included in the subsequent R4. However, the Mission does not agree that there
were "significant data limitations" for CYP. CYP is a longstanding indicator in Ghana
and is based on routine reporting of contraceptives distributed by various Mission
partners (MOH, PPAG, GSMF and AVSC). Within the MOH, the system for collecting
this information is considered one of the best in Ghana. The one field visit that the
auditors contend identified significant data limitations included a few clinics in only one
region and is not representative of the country as a whole. Moreover, 90% reporting is
quite good in a largely rural, dispersed context with limited infrastructure. CYP’s
importance as an indicator lies with the trends detected, that is, comparisons over time.
The Mission is confident that the data is comparable. Based on CYP, the Mission has
been able to detect distribution dynamics, such as temporal declines in uptake following
price increases. No attempt is made to convert CYP into CPR and the Mission stands by
its position that CYP serves as a solid indicator of services provided during the year.
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Recommendation No. 5: We recommend that USAID/Ghana establish procedures
to ensure that data reported in the Mission's R4 reports are supported by adequate
documentation, have comparable baselines, and have data limitations, if any,
disclosed in accordance with USAID and federal guidance.

The Mission suggests that the word “establish™ be replaced with “improve™. The Mission
does not concur with the recommendation as now phrased. The current wording suggests
that the Mission has no existing procedures whatsoever for ensuring that R4 data are
supported by adequate documentation, have comparable baselines, and disclose data
limitations.

A Mission Order will be issued to formalize and improve upon existing procedures 1o
ensure optimal data documentation, data baselines, and all necessary disclosures of data
limitations.
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Summary Schedule
USAID/Ghana’s Performance Monitoring Controls For
IndicatorsAppearing in the FY 2001 Results Review and Resour ce Request Report

Appendix |11

In the Performance Monitoring Plan. .. IntheR4...
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
. Basdline Indicator | Data Data Data Responsibility | Data Data Comparable | Data
Indicator Established | Precisdly | Sources Callection Collection | Assigned Quality Agrees | Basdline Limitations
Defined Identified | Method Frequency Assessment | to Disclosed
Described | & Done Source
Schedule

Value of selected nontraditional exports Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes n/a
Increased visits and income to central region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes n/a
project sites
Number of financial institutions providing credit Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes n/a
to USAID/Ghanaassisted micro enterprises &
theamount of credit & pre-financing leveraged
Percentage of teachers using pupil-focused Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No No
instructional practicesin partnership schools
Percentage of communities activein school Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes n/a
decision-making in partnership schools
Number of schoolsand communitieswithin Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes n/a
partnership districts utilizing Community School
Improvement Plans
Contraceptive prevalence rate (CPR) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes nla
Coupleyearsof protection (CYP) Yes No No Yes Yes Yes YesNd® | Yes | Yes No
Condomsdles Yes Yes | Yes Yes Yes Yes YesINd* | Yes | Yes No
Full immunization of children Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes n/a

" No known data limitations

# These are multi-source indicators. For CY P, one out of the four sources had a data quality assessment. For Condom sales, one out of three had a data

quality assessment.




